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verb can imply a.manifold substances, peities etc,. This is
ail the function of anuvada.

Through the srutarthapatti alone we can have the
apprehension of ^ rthantara3 (different meaning).

Objection : But just like the verb we do apprehend
the "vacyatva' of the substance and the deity. How are
these to be taken as the meaning of 'yajati9 through anupa-
patti ? Why can't we say that there is only ^ajaty abhid-
hcyaiva' (primary meaning) ?

Rep8y : A mere verb can convey only the meaning of
that which it directly signifies. It can^t give up its meaning
and directly convey the others.  We have to admit the
'nantariyakata siddhF for the substance and deity.

Objection : The meaning of the sentence is the-
padartha reffered to; while the sublafcion of the viparyasa
(contradictory) is not arrived at from the meaning of the
sentence since it is not the padartha. Then the apprehen-
sion of the sublation can be 'nantariyaka^ Bat where the
negation is immediately conveyed, the affirmative knowle-
dge is not directly conveyed by the sentence. In such a case
you cannot admit the 'nantariyakata' for the knowledge
of the sublation. In the present context of the self, we find
that bondage is dispelled by immediacy (aparoksha jnana)-
Knowledge refers to both directly, and not to one alone.
Hence you cannot speak of the 'nantariyakata siddhF for
the other.

Reply : In 'paroksha badha9 (Indirect negation) we
find that the knowledge of the ground is the cause of both.